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FORGERY  and  misrepresentations 

33etfctetr  mtf  fBrpostfc. 

funrw®®!  - 

OF  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  CORRESPONDENCE  FOR  THE  CITY  AND 
COUNTY  OF  PHILADELPHIA, 

TO  THE  ELECTORS  OF  PENNSYLVANIA. 

FELLOW  CITIZENS, — 

The  Committee  of  Correspondence  appointed  by  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Citizens  of  the  City  and  County  of  Philadelphia,  friendly  to 
the  election  of  Andrew  Gregg,  feel  it  to  be  an  imperative  duty 
once  more  to  address  you  on  the  subject  of  the  approaching  elec¬ 
tion. 

We  have  not  heretofore  deemed  it  necessary,  officially  to  no¬ 
tice  the  various  misrepresentations  which  have  been  circulated 
relative  to  the  public  conduct  of  Andrew  Gregg.  But  we  have 
lately  seen  a  pamphlet  entitled  “  Aristocracy  unmasked,  or  the  expo¬ 
sition  of  the  vote  against  the  right  of  suffrage ,”  which  we  under¬ 
stand  has  been  extensively  circulated,  and  in  which  it  is  repre¬ 
sented  that  Mr.  Gregg,  in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  voted 
for  the  abstract  principle,  that  a  citizen  must  own  fifty  acres  of 
land,  before  he  should  be  permitted  to  exercise  the  right  of  suf- 
irage.  As  this  is  a  gross  and  wilful  perversion  of  fads,  we  think  it 
proper  distinctly  to  place  before  the  public  the  ground  upon 
which  the  vote  alluded  to  in  the  pamphlet  was  given. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States,  on  the  sixth  of  September 
1780,  adopted  a  resolution,  recommending  to  the  several  states 
in  the  union,  having  claims  to  waste,  and  unappropriated 
lands  in  the  western  country,  a  liberal  cession  to  the  U.  States, 
of  a  portion  of  their  respective  claims,  for  the  common  benefit  of 
the  Union.  In  pursuance  of  this  recommendation,  the  State  of 
Virginia,  on  the  1st  of  March,  1784,  ceded  to  Congress,  all  its 
right,  title  and  claim  to  the  territory  north  west  of  the  river 
Ohio,  subject  to  certain  conditions,  contained  in  a  deed,  exe¬ 
cuted  by  Thomas  Jefferson,  Samuel  Hardy,  Arthur  Lee  and 
James  Monroe,  as  delegates  on  the  part  of  Virginia.  On  the 
13th  July,  1787,  in  the  exercise  of  the  right  which  they  had  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  deed  of  cession  from  the  state  of  Virginia,  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  U.  States  passed  an  act,  entitled,  “An  ordinance 
for  the  government  of  the  ^territory  of  the  U.  States,  north 
west  of  the  river  Ohio;”  in  which  after  authorising  the  ap¬ 
pointment  by  Congress,  of  a  Governor,  who  should  “have  a  free¬ 
hold  estate  in  the  district,  in  one  thousand  acres  of  land;”  and 
the  organization  of  a  court  to  consist  of  three  judges,  who  should 
each  have  a  freehold  estate  in  the  district,  in  five  hundred  acres 
of  land,  the  ordinance  proceeds  as  follows:  “So  soon  as  there 
shall  be  five  thousand  free  male  inhabitants,  of  full  age  in  the 
district,  upon  giving  proof  thereof  to  the  Governor,  they  shall 
receive  authority,  with  time  and  place  to  elect  representatives, 

om  their  counties  or  townships,  to  represent  them  in  the  gener- 


al  assembly  5  provided,  that  a  freehold  in  fifty  acres  of  land  in 
the  district,  having  been  a  citizen  of  one  of  the  states,  and,  being 
resident  in  the  district,  or,  the  like  freehold  and  two  years  resi¬ 
dence  in  the  district,  shall  be  necessary  to  qualify  a  man  as  an 
elector  of  a  ’’epresentative.”  See  Bioren  and  Duane’s  laws  of 
the  United  States,  vol.  1st,  page  477. 

On  the  16th  June  1802,  the  State  of  Georgia,  ceded  to  the  U, 
States,  “all  its  right,  title  and  claim  to  the  jurisdiction  and  soil 
of  the  lands  situate  within  the  boundaries  of  the  U.  States,  south 
of  the  state  of  Tennessee  and  west  of  a  line  beginning  on  the  west¬ 
ern  banks  of  the  Chatahouchee  river,  comprising  the  whole 
country  known  as  the  Mississippi  Territory,  upon  the  following 
express  conditions  and  subject  thereto,  that  is  to  say: 

“  That  the  territory  thus  ceded,  shall  form  a  State,  and  be  ad¬ 
mitted  as  such  into  the  union,  as  soon  as  it  shall  contain  60,00.0 
free  inhabitants,  or,  at  an  earlier  period,  if  Congress  shall  think 
it  expedient,  on  the  same  conditions  and  restrictions,  .with  th.e 
same  privileges  and  in  the  same  manner  as  is  provided  in  the  or¬ 
dinance  of  Congress  of  the  13th  of  July,  1787,  for  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  Western  Territory  of  the  U.  States,  which  ordinance 
shall  in  all  its  parts,  extend  to  the  territory  contained  in  the  pre¬ 
sent  act  of  cession,  that  article  only  excepted  which  forbids  sla¬ 
very.”  See  U.  States  Laws,  1.  volume  page  490. 

This  act  of  cession  was  negociated  by  James  Madison,  Albert 
Gallatin  and  Levi  Lincoln,  as  commissioners  on  the  part  of  the 
U.  States,  and  having  been  ratified  by  Congress,  it  is  plain,  that 
the  U.  States,  in  the  formation  of  a  territorial  government  m 
Mississippi,  were  bound  to  impose  the  restriction  on  an  elector 
for  a  representative  to  the  general  assembly  of  that  territory. 
^Mississippi]  that  he  should  possess  a  freehold  of  fifty  acres  of 
land,  inasmuch  as  such  a  restriction  is  a  part  of  the  ordinance  of 
Congress  of  the  13th  day  of  July,  1787,  for  the  government  of  the 
North  Western  Territory  of  the  United  States. 

This,  qualification  in  an  elector  of  fifty  acres  of  land, as  a  free¬ 
hold,  was  probably  derived  from  the  state  of  Virginia,  where 
even  at  this  day,  the  right  of  universal  suffrage,  so  much  and  so 
justly  the  boast  of  Pennsylvania,  is  not  admitted,  but,  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  identical  requisite  of  a  freehold  in  fifty  acres  of  land,  is 
indispensible  for  every  elector.  The  Congress  ot  the  U.  States 
by  their  solemn  act,  on  the  13th  of  July  1787,  (long  before  Mr. 
Gregg  was  a  member  of  Congress)  also,  adopted  this  freehold 
of  fifty  acres  of  land,  as  the  qualification  of  an  elector  in  her 
North  Western  Territories;  and,  in  1802,  when  the  cession  by 
Georgia  was  made,  again  adopted  it,  in  relation  to  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Territory.  In  conformity  with  these  acts  of  Congress, 
therefore,  which  aFe  obligatory  upon  every  member  of  the  com¬ 
munity,  when  the  question  of  suffrage  came  before  tne  Senate  ot 
the  United  States  in  1807,  in  the  “act  extending  the  right  ot 
suffrage  in  the  Mississippi  Territory,”  was  the  vote,  the  aris¬ 
tocratic  vote,  as  it  has  been  termed,  of  Mr.  Gregg,  given  as  re- 
yot  'Wl  in  the  journal5  of  the  Senate.  Two-thirds  of  the  members 
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ui'  that  body,  then  present,  voted  concurrently  with  Mr.  Gregg, 
among  whom  were  Mr.  Samuel  Maclay,  his  colleague,  whose 
democracy  was  never  doubted,  Mr.  Gaillard,  for  many  years, 
pro  tempore  president  of  the  Senate,  Mr.  Crawford,  now  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  treasury  of  the  United  States,  and  General  Smith  .of 
Maryland,  all,  at  that  time,  members  of  the  Democratic  family, 
active  and  efficient  supporters  of  the  administration  of  Thomas 
Jefferson. 

In  addition  to  all  this,  the  bill  as  amended  by  the  Senate, 
was  agreed  to  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  without  any  dis¬ 
sent  5  was  subsequently  approved  by  Thomas  Jefferson,  and,  by 
his  signature,  on  the  12th  of  January  1808,  it  became  a  law. 

We  have  cited  the  concurrence  and  co-operation  with  Mr. 
Gregg,  of  Jefferson,  Madison,  Monroe,  Gallatin,  Lincoln,  Gail¬ 
lard,  Crawford,  Maclay,  Smith  of  Maryland,  in  short  of  two 
thirds  of  a  democratic  Senate,  and  the  whole  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives,  not  that  we  would  uphold  the  vote  of  Mr.  Gregg,  by 
the  authority  of  great  names,  but,  in  order  to  evince  the  despe¬ 
ration  and  hardihood  of  the  friends  of  Mr.  Shulze,  who  in  the 
face  of  the  country,  have  dared  to  censure  the  conduct  and  vilify 
the  character  of  Mr.  Gregg,  in  common  with  the  champions  of  De¬ 
mocracy  above  named ,  for  the  discharge  of  a  duty,  about  which 
they  had  no  option,  but  which  the  compact  of  the  United  States 
with  the  state  of  Georgia,  rendered  imperative  upon  all,  who  had 
respect  for  their  oaths  and  the  plighted  faith  of  the  government. 

So  sacred  has  this  compact  with  Georgia,  ever  been  held  by 
Congress,  that  in  1817,  when  the  people  of  Mississippi  Territory 
were  authorized  to  form  a  constitution,  the  following  provision 
was  expressly  incorporated,  in  Congress  :  “Provided,  That  the 
same  when  formed,  shall  be  republican,  and  not  repugnant  to 
the  ordinance  of  the  13th  July,  1817,  between  the  people  and  states 
of  the  territory  north  west  of  the  river  Ohio,  so  far  as  the  same 
has  been  extended  to  the  said  territory  by  the  articles  of  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the  state  of  Georgia .”  See  the  acts  of 
the  second  session  ofthe(14th  Congress,  page  423. 

And  when  in  the  same  year,  (1817,)  a  territorial  government 
was  established  in  Alabama,  (formerly  apart  of  Mississippi  Ter¬ 
ritory,)  the  like  question  upon  the  right  of  suffrage,  occurred 
in  Congress,  and  was  adopted  by  both  houses,  without  even  a  di¬ 
vision. 

It  is  not  therefore,  to  the  vote  of  Congress,  or  to  the  vote  of 
Mr.  Gregg  as  a  member  of  that  body  in  1807-8,  that  we  are  to 
look  for  the  introduction  of  the  qualification  of  a  freehold  in  fif¬ 
ty  acres  of  land,  lor  an  elector,  in  “  the  act  extending  the  right 
of  suffrage  to  Mississippi  territory,”  but  to  the  binding  force 
and  imperative  nature  of  the  compact  between  the  state  o: 
Georgia  and  the  United  States. 

The  above  fellow-citizens,  is  a  fair  exposition  of  the  vote  of  Mr. 
Gregg,  on  the  right  of  suffrage  in  Mississippi  territory,  for  the 
truth  of  which  we  pledge  ourselves  and  challenge  a  refutation  of 
it  in  any  particular. 


And  now  iet  us  appeal  to  a  candid  public,  and  ask  what  coun¬ 
tenance  should  be  given  to  a  cause,  to  sustain  which,  resort  has 
so  frequently  been  had  to  misrepresentation  and  unfounded  state¬ 
ments.  Reflect  for  one  moment,  fellow  citizens,  on  the  numer¬ 
ous  efforts,  which  have  been  made  to  poison  the  public  mind, 
and  prevent  a  fair  expression  of  public  sentiment.  As  if  the 
people  of  Pennsylvania  were  too  ignorant  to  know,  or  too  indiffer¬ 
ent  to  inquire  into  the  facts,  it  was  blazoned  forth,  that  Andrew 
Gregg  voted  for  Jay’s  treaty  ;  when  in  fact  and  in  truth,  he  never 
was  called  upon  to  give  a  vote  either  for  or  against  it.  The  trea¬ 
ty  was  made  by  Washington,  and  ratified  by  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  ;  and  under  the  Constitution  of  the  country,  be¬ 
came  the  supreme  larv  of  the  land,  before  Mr.  Gregg  gave  the 
vote,  which  by  his  oath  of  office,  he  was  bound  to  give,  mr  king  the 
requisite  appropriations  for  carrying  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land  into  execution. 

It  was  boldly  proclaimed,  that  Andrew  Gregg  voted  against 
the  declaration  of  the  late  war.  By  the  journals  of  Congress,  it 
has  been  proved  that  he  voted  for  the  declaration  of  war,  and  sup¬ 
ported  it  in  the  national  councils  as  became  a  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

It  was  then  alleged  that  he  wrote  a  letter — (which  has  been 
published  and  industriously  circulated  through  the  state)  to  a 
peace  committee  of  Cumberland  county,  reprobating  the  declara¬ 
tion  of  war,  as  a  measure  fraught  with  ruin  and  mischief  to  the 
country.  It  has  been  proved  by  the  testimony  of  the  gentlemen 
that  composed  that  committee,  that  no  such  letter,  nor  indeed  any 
other  in  relation  to  public  affairs,  was  ever  received  by  them  from 
\ndrew  Gregg,  and  it  has  been  further  shown  that  he  strength¬ 
ened  the  arm  of  government  at  a  critical  moment,  by  procuring 
for  an  army  contractor,  a  considerable  sum  of  money. 

It  was  unblushinglv  asserted  that  he  is  by  birth  a  foreigner;  that 
he  has  attained  three  score  and  twelve  years,  and  is  so  bowed 
down  by  age  and  infirmity,  as  to  be  unequal  to  a  discharge  of  the 
duties  of  Chief  Magistrate.  It  has  been  proved  by  the  oaths  and 
affirmations  of  those  who  know  him  well,  that  he  is  a  native  of 
:he  county  of  Cumberland,  and  that  he  has  just  completed  his 
65th  year.  It  is  a  matter  of  public  notoriety,  that  for  more  than 
two  years,  he  has  been  in  the  active  exercise  of  all  the  functions 
of  a  highly  responsible  and  laborious  office,  and  that  the  vigor 
of  his  mind  and  body  remains  unimpared. 

It  has  been  said  that  he  was  a  “  Tory,”  duriug  the  war  of  the 
revolution :  but  to  the  confusion  and  everlasting  shame  of  those 
who  make  this  base  and  malignant  charge,  it  has  been  shown, 
that  though  exempt  by  his  youth  from  military  service,  yet  An¬ 
drew  Gregg  did  his  duty  in  the  ranks  of  the  militia,  during  our 
struggle  for  independence.  And  now,  driven  from  every  posi¬ 
tion  which  they  have  taken,  all  their  former  misrepresentations 
detected  and  exposed,  the  opponents  of  Andrew  Gregg,  arraign 
him  for  a  vote,  which  as  we  have  above  shown,  was  the  only  one. 
that,  under  the  obligations  of  his  oath,  and  in  the  conscientious 
discharge  of  his  duty,  he  could  have  giveu. 


What  new  and  unfounded  charge  will  next  be  fabricated  and 
put  forth  to  mislead  and  deceive,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  conjecture. 
But  with  the  evidence  which  the  public  have  before  them,  that 
truth  is  not  regarded  by  the  advocates  of  Mr.  Shulze,  where  a 
departure  from  it  is  deemed  by  them  essential  to  their  inter¬ 
est, we  may  confidently  call  upon  the  electors  of  Pennsylvania  to 
weigh  the  private  worth,  the  long  and  eminent  public  services 
of  Andrew  Gregg,  against  any  further  assaults  that  may  be  made 
upon  his  reputation  by  his  opponents. 

Permit  us,  before  we  close  this  Address,  to  devote  a 
moments  to  a  consideration  of  the  claims  which  Mr.  Shulze 
has  upon  your  suffrages.  Who  and  what  is  he?  Let  each  one 
seriously  put  this  question  to  himself  before  he  votes  for  John 
Andrew  Shulze.  Who  and  what  is  he,  and  why  should  you 
vote  for  him  ?  Did  you  ever  hear  of  him,  until  his  nomination 
by  a  Caucus  called  together  by  the  Legislature,  and  consisting 
of  many  of  the  members  of  that  body  ?  We  presume  you  did 
not :  for  he  was  a  man  wholly  unknown  to  the  public.  Have 
y«i  heard  any  thing  of  him  since,  calculated  to  inspire  you 
with  confidence  in  his  talents  or  his  capability  for  the  station  ? 
On  the  contrary,  have  not  all  inquiries  that  have  been  made 
into  his  public  career,  tended  most  clearly  to  show,  that  he  is 
an  unfit  man  to  preside  over  the  destinies  of  Pennsylvania  ? — 
Advert,  for  a  moment,  to  a  few  of  his  acts  as  a  member  of  the 
Legislature. 

In  the  session  of  1806-7,  you  find  him  recording  his  name 
against  a  Bill  which  had  for  its  object  the  support  and  relief 
of  the  infirm  and  destitute  Soldiers  of  the  Revolution.  [See 
the  Journal  of  that  Session,  page  695.]  Examine  the  book  for 
yourselves,  and  you  will  find  that  Simon  Snyder,  who  ever 
enjoyed  the  confidence  of  the  Democratic  party,  and  of  the 
country,  with  many  other  prominent  and  distinguished  men  of 
the  day,  voted  for  the  Law,  but  Mr.  Shulze  against  it. 

In  the  session  of  1821-2,  voting  for  a  Bill,  which,  had  not 
the  Governor  returned  it  without  his  signature,  would  have 
disfranchised,  and  in  effect  deprived  of  the  right  of  suffrage, 
more  than  28,000  of  your  fellow  citizens  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster.  Yes!  for  ten  succesive  years  would  they  have 
been  deprived  of  the  right  of  representation  upon  the  floor  of 
Congress,  had  the  Bill  for  which  Mr.  Shulze  voted,  been  passed 
into  a  Law.  And  yet  his  advocates  affect  to  be  particularly 
tenacious  of  this  right,  and  accuse  Mr.  Gregg  oi*  violating  it, 
by  a  vote  which  he  was  in  conscience  and  duty  bound  to 
give. 

In  the  session  of  1822—3,  you  find  him  voting  for  a  Bill  to 
prohibit  Aldermen  and  Justices  of  the  Peace  from  taking  cog¬ 
nizance  of  complaints  and  suits  against  Militia  Officers  and  per¬ 
sons  engaged  in  the  collection  of  Militia  Fines,  &c.  the  opera- 


lion  of  which  Bill  would  have  been  to  render  these  Officers  and 
Agents,  completely  irresponsible  to  the  civil  authority. 

For,  had  your  property  been  unlawfully  taken,  or  any  other 
injury  done  to  you  by  a  Militia  Officer  or  Agent,  you  would 
have  been  obliged,  had  this  Bill  become  a  Law,  to  seek  redress 
in  the  higher  Courts,  and  incur  all  the  expense  of  feeing  law¬ 
yers,  even  though  the  property  taken  did  not  exceed  the  value 
of  ten  dollars.  And  if  perchance  you  obtained  a  verdict  in  the 
city  and  county  of  Philadelphia,  for  a  sum  not  exceeding  one 
hundred  dollars,  all  the  costs  of  the  suit  would  have  fallen  on 
you.  But  this  was  not  all.  By  another  Bill,  for  which  Mr, 
Shulze  also  voted,  it  was  provided,  that  Lawyers  should  be  en¬ 
gaged,  at  the  charge  of  the  Commonwealth,  to  defend  the  suit? 
brought  in  Court  against  Militia  Officers,  &ic.  and  all  expenses 
were  to  lie  paid  out  of  the  State  Treasury,  if  the  Brigade  Inspec¬ 
tor  thought  proper  so  to  order  it.  And  strange  as  it  may  ap¬ 
pear,  in  all  suits  brought  against  a  Constable  or  Collector,  in 
consequence  of  any  Militia  Fines,  he  was  to  be  heard  as  wit¬ 
ness,  to  prove  what  would  be  a  material  point  in  his  defence 
Such  were  the  principlss  sanctioned  by  Mr.  Shulze.  Who 
would  have  thought  it  worth  his  while  to  seek  redress  for  an 
injury  done  to  him  by  a  Militia  Officer,  if  these  Bills  had  passed 
into  Laws  ?  And  what  occasion  would  Militia  Officers  have 
had  to  act  wfith  circumspection  and  propriety,  so  long  as  they 
could  not  be  touched  in  their  persons  or  their  property  ;  but 
the  public  purse  alone,  was  to  answer  for  their  misdeeds?  Laws 
which  thus  presented  a  temptation  to  an  abuse  of  power  on  the 
part  of  men  who  are  prone  to  exercise  it  with  harshness  and 
rigour,  would  not  have  been  wise  or  salutary  even  in  time  of 
war  :  but  in  a  season  of  profound  peace,  they  are  without  the 
shadow  of  justification. 

In  the  same  session,  you  find  him  voting  for  Bills  to  break 
and  destroy  Charters  that  had  many  years  before  been  granted 
by  the  Legislature,  thus  making  the  will  of  that  body  the  tenure 
by  which  every  chartered  institution  holds  its  property. 

You  find  him  giving  a  vote  to  censure  the  Chief  Magistrate, 
for  having,  in  the  discharge  of  official  duties,  exercised  the  un¬ 
doubted  Constitutional  prerogative  of  withholding  his  assent  to 
a  Bill,  because  he  believed  that  it  would  interfere  with  the 
rights  of  conscience. 

You  find  him,  though  a  candidate  for  the  office  of  Governor, 
supporting,  by  his  vote,  the  doctrine  that  the  Governor  may 
draw  money  from  the  Treasury  without  any  law  authorising 
him  so  to  do,  although  the  Constitution  expressly  declares,  that 
“  no  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  Treasury  but  in  con¬ 
sequence  of  appropriations  made  by  Law.” 

What  considerations,  then,  can  there  be,  sufficiently  momen- 


8 


tous,  connected  with  the  name  of  John  Andrew  Shulze,  to  in¬ 
duce  you  to  vote  for  him  in  despite  of  his  incapacity,  and  his 
flagrant  dereliction  of  duty  in  his  several  acts  above  enumerat¬ 
ed  ?  Is  it  that  he  is  a  Democrat  ?  So  is  Andrew  Gregg.  Is 
it.  that  you  fear  the  proscription  and  denunciation  by  which  it 
is  attempted  to  repress  public  sentiment?  We  will  not,  we 
cannot  believe  that  you  will  be  influenced  by  this  idle,  this 
senseless  clamour  about  party,  which  is  intended  to  drown  the 
voice  of  reason  and  uphold  the  interest  of  a  few  factious  men. 
Remember  the  price  at  which  was  purchased  the  right  of  suf¬ 
frage  that  you  are  about  to  exercise.  In  vain  was  the  blood  of 
your  ancestors  profusely  shed  and  their  treasure  freely  expend¬ 
ed  in  asserting  the  right  of  self-government,  if,  like  bondsmen, 
you  dare  not  think  and  act  for  yourselves,  but  surrender  your 
judgment  to  those  whose  only  rule  of  action  is  their  interest. — 
In  vain  and  worse  than  in  vain  is  it  that  you  go  to  the  poll,  if 
you  do  not  vote  for  the  man  whom,  in  the  hour  of  cool  and 
dispassionate  reflection,  you  conscienciously  believe  to  he 
most  worthy  of  your  confidence  and  best  qualified  to  serve  the 
public. 

As  you  value,  then,  your  birth-right  as  freemen  ;  as  you  re¬ 
vere  the  memory  of  those  who  fought,  and  bled,  and  died,  that 
you  might  enjoy  the  inestimable  privilege  of  saying  who  should 
be  rulers  over  you  ;  as  you  would  transmit  to  your  children’s 
children  the  rich  blessings  which  flow  from  our  Republican  In¬ 
stitutions,  administered  in  their  original  purity,  we  call  upon 
you  to  act  up  to  the  dignity  and  character  of  freemen — to  dis¬ 
regard  the  mad  and  frenzied  cry  of  party,  and  to  vote  for  the 
candidate  whom  you  believe  to  be  most  worthy  of  the  exalted 
station  of  Governor  of  Pennsylvania. 

THOMAS  FORREST, 
ROBERT  M’MULLEN, 

WM.  PIERSOL, 

THOMAS  SPARKS, 

WM.  BOYD, 

,  THOMAS  MAITLAND, 

JOHN  WURTS, 
ALEXANDER  COOK, 
THOMAS  L.  BOILEAU, 
LEWIS  RUSH. 

Committee  of  Correspondence. 


Philadelphia,  Sept.  20,  1823. 
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&\) t  iFovgefc  Sjimif, 

A  pamphlet  has  been  written  and  published  by  some  of  the  friends 
of  Mr.  Shulze,  containing  a  Speech ,  said  by  the  authors,  to  have  been 
delivered  by  Mr.  Shulze,  on  the  Catholic  Question.  This  speech  is  a 
sheer  forgery,  as  will  be  seen  from  the  following  letters,  and  also  from 
Cyrus  Cadwallader,  Esq’s,  testimony,  which  will  be  found  below. 

Letter  addressed  to  Messrs.  James  Robertson,  John  Wurts,  and  Ste¬ 
phen  Duncan ,  Senators  for  the  City  and  County  of  Philadelphia . 

by  Messrs.  John  Carrell  and  Thomas  Maitland. 

Philadelphia ,  September  12,  1823. 

Gentlemen, — We  have  lately  seen  a  pamphlet  purporting  to  be  a 
“  fair  and  full  view  of  the  votes  of  John  Andrew  Shulze,  in  the  senate 
of  Pennsylvania,  respecting  the  charter  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Con¬ 
gregation,  worshipping  at  St.  Mary’s  Church  in  the  city  of  Philadel¬ 
phia,”  and  containing  a  speech  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  delivered 
by  him  upon  that  subject. 

Its  language,  and  the  sentiments  which  it  speaks,  differ  so  ^idely 
from  the  course  pursued  by  Mr.  Shulze,  during  our  stay  at  Harrisburg, 
as  the  agents  of  the  members  of  that  congregation,  who  were  opposed 
to  any  alteration  in  their  charter,  that  on  behalf  of  those  whom  we 
then  represented,  we  are  anxious  to  know,  whether  the  speech  pub¬ 
lished  in  that  pamphlet  was  ever  delivered  by  Mr.  Shulze. 

Your  early  answer  will  much  oblige  us. 

We  are,  gentlemen,  very  respectfully,  your  obedient  servants, 

JOHN  CARRELL, 
TH;  MAITLAND. 

To  James  Robertson,  T 

John  Wurts,  >  Esqrs.  Senators  of  Pennsylvania. 

Stephen  Duncan,  J 


The  Answer  of  Messrs.  James  Robertson,  John  Wurts,  and  Steplten 
Duncan,  to  the  above  Letter. 

Philadelphia ,  12 ih  Sept.  1823 

Gentlemen, — We  have  received  a  letter  from  you,  dated  this  day, 
with  a  pamphlet,  entitled  “  A  fair  and  full  view  of  the  votes  of  John  A. 
Shulze,  in  the  Senate  of  Pennsylvania,  respecting  the  charter  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Congregation,  worshipping  at  St.  Mary’s  church  in 
the  city  of  Philadelphia.” 

In  reply  to  your  letter,  we  have  to  observe,  that  we  have  perused 
this  pamphlet  with  attention  :  and  we  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that 
the  view  which  it  exhibits  of  the  conduct  and  votes  of  Mr.  Shulze  in  the 
Senate  during  the  last  session,  on  the  subject  to  which  it  relates,  is 
neither  “fair  nor  full but  in  many  parts  is  calculated,  if  not  intend¬ 
ed,  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  reader,  by  gross  misrepresentations  ; 
and  we  can,  and  do,  most  explicitly  declare,  that  no  such  speech,  either 
in  matter  or  form,  as  the  one  published  in  the  pamphlet,  and  attri 
bated  to  Mr.  Shulze,  was  delivered  in  the  Senate  by  that  gentleman, 
during  the  last  session. 

We  make  this  declaration  with'  the  more  confidence  as  we  were 
generally  in  our  places  while  the  subject  was  under  discussion,  and 
particularly  dui'ing  the  whole  of  the  time  the  Senate  was  in  session  on 
'he  day  on  which  it  is  alleged  that  this  speech  was  delivered ;  and  frottv 
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the  peculiar  situation  in  which  Mr,  Shulze  was  placed  in  regard  to  the 
Catholic  bill,  our  attention  was  particularly  alive  to  watch  the  course 
he  would  pursue  on  that  occasion. 

We  are,  gentlemen,  very  respectfully, 

Your  obedient  servants. 

JAMES  ROBERTSON, 
JOHN  WURTS, 
STEPHEN  DUNCAN. 

To  Messrs.  John  Carrel/,  and  Th:  Maitland. 


More  Testimony  in  relation  to  the  Forged  Speech. 

To  the  above  evidence  of  the  profligacy  of  the  leaders  of  the 
Shulze  party,  may  be  added  the  following  Letter  from  Cyrus 
Cadwallader,  a  member  of  the  Senate  from  the  County  of 
Bucks.  To  this  testimony  it  would  be  easy  to  add  that  of 
every  honorable  member  of  the  Senate. 

TO  THE  EDITOR  OF  THE  PEOPLE’S  ADVOCATE, 

Having  seen  and  examined  a  Pamphlet  purporting  to  be  a 
“  fair  and  full  view  of  the  votes  of  John  Andrew  Shulze  in  the 
Senate  of  Pennsylvania,  respecting  the  Charter  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Congregation  worshiping  at  St.  Mary’s  Church,  in 
the  City  of  Philadelphia,”  and  containing  a  Speech,  said  to 
have  been  delivered  by  him  on  that  subject;  I  feel  it  my  duty 
to  corroborate  a  statement  made  by  James  Robertson,  John 
Wurts,  and  Stephen  Duncan,  ( / was  in  my  seat  during  the 
whole  of  the  discussion  on  that  subject,)  and  do  most  expli¬ 
citly  declare  that  no  such  Speech,  either  in  matter  or  form,  as 
the  one  published  in  the  Pamphlet,  and  attributed  to  J.  A. 
Shulze,  was  delivered  in  the  Senate  by  that  gentleman  during 
the  last  session.  CYRUS  CADWALLADER. 

Bucks  County,  9th  mo.  20,  1823. 


John  Andrew  Shulze  against  the  soldiers  of  the  Revo¬ 
lution. 

Pennsylvania  early  set  the  example  which  the  general  government 
has  since  followed,  of  doing  something  in  a  solid  way  to  pay  off  the 
debt  of  gratitude  which  the  country  owed  to  those'who  fought  the  battles 
of  the  Revolution.  And  no  measure  was  ever  more  warmly  approved 
of  by  the  JJliOPLE,  than  this  seasonable  provision  for  the  surviving 
destitute  and  infirm  Soldiers  and  helpless  Orphans  of  those  veterans ,  by 
whose  blood  and.  treasure  were  purchased  all  the  blessings  we  now  enjoy. 
Yet  when  a  question  of  this  kind  came  before  the  Pennsylvania  Legis¬ 
lature,  in  the  session  of  1806-7,  John  Andrew  Shulze  recorded  his 
name  against  it :  and,  so  far  as  in  him  lay,  withheld  the  small  pittance 
necessary  to  sustain  the  tottering  frames  of  the  surviving  Soldiers,  as 
well  as  the  Orphans  of  those  heroes  who  had  lost  {in  many  instances ) 
ull  their  earthly  property,  and  had  yielded  up  their  lives  on  the  altar 
of  their  country.  That  no  doubt  may  remain  on  this  subject,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  extract  is  made  from  the  Journal  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
i\es,  of  the,  session  of  1806-7,  pages  694-5. 
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By  way  of  explanation,  it  may  be  proper  to  remark,  that  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  owned  a  large  body  of  waste  and  unappropriated  lands,  a  por¬ 
tion  of  which  was,  by  law,  authorised  to  be  distributed  among  the  sur¬ 
viving  Soldiers  and  the  heirs,  or  legal  representatives  of  officers  and  sol¬ 
diers  who  were  killed  in  battle,  or  died  in  service  during  the  Re¬ 
volutionary  war.  And  what  estimate  could  a  free  and  grateful 
country  fix  upon  the  services  of  heroes,  who,  wounded,  fell  fighting  an 
infuriated  and  merciless  enemy  !  What  could  compensate  surviving 
old  soldiers?  What  could  compensate  the  children  of  patriots  who 
had,  by  the  fate  of  cruel  war,  lost  their  natural  friends  and  protectors  ? 
Could  a  few  acres  of  land  assuage  their  sorrows,  or  bind  up  the  wounds 
of  bleeding  hearts  ?  Impossible.  The  donation  could  do  no  more  than 
minister  to  their  pressing  temporal  necessities.  The  law  extend¬ 
ing  the  scanty  boon  was  about  to  expire,  and  with  it  the  assistance 
which  had  been  granted.  The  Bill  against  which  Mr.  Shulze  voted, 
was  intended  to  renew  the  Law,  and  continue  the  distribution  of  these 
lands,  which  could  so  well  be  spared,  among  those  who  well  deserved 
them.  Look  then  at  John  Andrew  Shulze’s  vote  upon  this  question  ; 
and  if  these  votes  do  not  plainly  declare  his  ingratitude  to  surviving 
officers  and  soldiers,  and  to  those  who  had  fallen  in  battle,  and  want 
of  feeling  for  destitute  heirs  of  Revolutionary  officers  and  soldiers, 
then  do  his  votes  fail  to  declare  his  sentiments.  But  votes  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Legislature  do  most  unequivocally  declare  their  sentiments 
and  feelings.  These  votes  are  given  under  oath  ;  and  under  the  solem¬ 
nities  of  an  oath,  John  Andrew  Shulze  declared  that  the  destitute  sol¬ 
diers  and  heirs  of  soldiers  of  the  Revolution  vrere  undeserving  of  the 
pittance  allowed  them  by  a  grateful  country. 

Here  is  the  section  and  here  are  the  Votes.  The  reader  can  best  judge 
for  himself. 

Bill  No.  35,  entitled  “  an  act  for  regulating  and  continuing  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  donation  lands,”  was  read  the  third  time. 

A  motion  was  then  made  by  Mr.  Rupert  and  Mr.  Spangler,  to  re¬ 
commit  said  bill  to  a  special  committee,  with  instructions  to  strike  out 
the  second  section,  which  was  read  as  follows,  viz. 

“  Sect.  2.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  tfc.  That  the  officers  of  the 
land  office  be,  and  they  are  hereby  directed  to  issue  patents  to  the  heirs 
or  legal  representatives  of  officers  and  soldiers  who  were  killed  in 
battle,  or  died  in  service  during  the  revolutionary  war,  unmarried  and 
without  issue,  and  which  heirs  or  legal  representatives  of  such  officer 
or  soldier,  have  heretofore  duly  applied  to  the  proper  officers  for  the 
share  or  shares  of  such  deceased  officer  or  soldier  in  pursuance  of  the 
act  of  the  second  day  of  April, one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  two  ; 
Provided  nevertheless.  That  the  heir  or  legal  representative  who 
shall  have  applied  for  the  same  shall  have  been  on  the  fourth  day  of 
July,  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  seventy  six,  and  since  continued 
a  citizen  of  this  commonwealth,  or  if  minors,  who  were  then  living  in 
and  have  since  become  and  continued  citizens  thereof.” 

And  on  the  question,  “  Will  the  House  agree  so  to  re-commit  ?” 

It  was  determined  in  the  negative,  and 

On  the  quuestion,  “  Shall  this  bill  pass  ?” 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  called  by  Mr.  Rupert  and  Mr.  M'Kinney, 
and  are  as  follow,  viz. — Yeas. — Messrs.  Barnet,  Biddle,  Binney,  Boi- 
leau,  Boyd,  Brown,  Bucher,  Bull,  Carver,  Clawges,  M.  Davis,  I.  Davis, 
Engle,  Gardner,  Gross,  Hulme,  Huston,  Ingham,  Jennings,  Johnson, 
Kelton,  Kerr,  Kimmel.  Lacock,  Leib,  Lobingier, Lowry,  Martin,  Max.- 


well,  M'Clelland,  M‘Clure,  M‘Comb,  Mecliling,  Ogle,  Pennock,  Piper, 
Ramsay,  Rankin,  Shearer,  Shrivel',  C.  Smith,  I.  Smith,  R.  Smith, 
Walter  Smith,  Starne,  Stevenson,  Tarr,  Thompson,  Trimble,  Wallace, 
Webb, Weber,  Welles,  Wright  and  Snyder,  Speaker. — 55. 

Nays. — Messrs.  Acker,  Anderson,  Apple,  Banks,  Brobst,  Cunning¬ 
ham,  Dechert,  Gress,  Hendrix,  Ioder,  M'Cune,  M'Farland,  M‘Kin- 
ney,  Moore,  Orr,  Pepfer,  Radcay,  Rinker,  Rose,  Rupert,  Shaeffer, 
Shewell,  SHULZE ,  W  ilson  Smith,  Spangler  and  Wilson — 26. 

See  Journal  of  the  House  of  Representatives  for  the  session  of 
’806-7  p.p.  694-5. 

Will  the  Freemen  of  Pennsylvania  so  far  dishonor  themselves  as  to 
elect  a  man  to  the  chief  magistracy  of  the  Commonwealth,  who  is  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  sufferings,  treasure,  blood,  and  dying  groans  of  patriots, 
to  whom,  under  the  blessings  of  Heaven  on  their  toils  and  death,  the 
country  is  indebted  for  all  her  unexampled  civil  and  religious  privile¬ 
ges,  as  well  as  for  her  exalted  character  among  the  nations  ?  Forbid  it 
humanity  1  forbid  it  patriotism  !  What !  will  the  virtuous  and  intelli¬ 
gent  citizens  of  this  great  state  unite  with  Mr.  Shulze  in  declaring  to 
the  world  that  the  heirs  and  orphans  of  those  who  fought,  and  bled, 
and  died,  on  the  land  and  on  the  ocean,  to  secure  to  us  our  present  un- 
paralelled  blessings,  are  utterly  unworthy  of  their  country’s  assistance 
when  that  assistance  is  needed  to  save  them  from  the  distresses  of  im¬ 
mediate  and  actual  want?  Every  individual  who  gives  his 
suffrage  for  John  Andx-ew  Shulze,  will,  by  that  act,  most  unequivocally 
declare,  “  I  approve  of  John  Andrew  Shulze’s  vote  denying  to  the  des¬ 
titute  Soldiers  and  the  Orphans  of  those  Revolutionary  Heroes  who  died 
in  the  field  by  the  sword  and  the  ball,  or  in  the  camp  with  disease, 
bread  to  sustain  their  mortal  existence. 

Shall  our  country  boast  of  being  an  example  to  all  mankind  in  all 
generations,  of  what  FREEMEN  can  achieve,  and  shall  our  surviving 
heroes,  and  the  orphans  of  our  murdered  brethren  be  suffered  to  starve 
in  the  midst  of  overflowing  plenty,  and  in  the  very  bosom  of  that 
country  whose  soil  has  been  freed  from  the  presence  of  its  merciless 
invaders  by  the  sacrifice  of  the  blood,  the  best  blood  of  the  land  !  !  ! 

“Yes,  let  them  starve,  and  pine  away,  and  die,  said  the  good  Par¬ 
son  ;  they  shall  not,  with  my  consent,  eat  of  the  bread  of  their  country, 
nor  drink  at  her  fountains.  I  vote  against  granting  them  any  portion 
of  the  waste  public  lands.  I  vote  that  we  at  once  cancel  the  debt  of 
gratitude  due  to  soldiers  andjieroes  :  I  vote  that  the  heirs  and  or¬ 
phans  of  the  dead  patriots,  Be  denied  their  former  pittance.”  And 
thus  did  John  Andrew  Shulze  VOTE.  We  defy  his  friends  to  deny 
these  facts. 

“  Where  Liberty  dwells,  there  is  my  country.” 

How  blest  is  the  land  that  can  boast  INDEPENDENCE, 

The  RACE  who  the  CHARTER  of  FREEDOM  have  gain’d ! 

Whose  FATHERS  bequeath’d  it,  and  bid  their  DESCENDANTS, 
INHERIT  the  LEGACY  PURE  and  UNSTAIN’D  ! 

That  land  is  Columbia’s  supremely  blest  region. 

Where  Freedom’s  bright  eagle  o’ershadows  her  dome, 

To  watch  o’er  her  RIGHTS,  and  protect  her  RELIGION- 
HAIL,  TEMPLE  OF  LIBERTY,  THOU  ART  MY  HOME  ’ 
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A  COMPLETE  REFUTATION 

OF  ALL  THE 

SLANDERS 

EVER  UTTERED  OR  PUBLISHED, 

BY  THE  REVILERS  OF  THE  CANDIDATE  OF  THE  PEOFLE 


Extract  of  a  Letter  from  a  native  Citizen  of  Cumberland 

County,  to  his  friend  in  Philadelphia,  dated  9th  Sept . 

1823. 

“  Having  seen  the  grossest  misrepresentations,  published  in 
different  newspapers,  particularly  the  “Democratic  Press”  and 
“  Columbian  Observer,”  respecting  the  age,  place  of  nativity, 
&c.  of  Mr.  Gregg,  1  have  thought  it  due  to  the  cause  of  truth 
and  morals,  as  well  as  to  satisfy  your  own  mind,  and  remove 
every  reasonable  doubt,  to  send  you  an  accurate  narrative  of 
facts. 

I  have  had  the  best  opportunity  of  acquiring  correct  informa 
tion.  I  have  known  Mr.  Gregg,  and  different  members  of  the 
family,  for  a  number  of  years,  and  am  also  intimately  acquaint¬ 
ed  with  old  Mr.  Douglass,  and  other  respectable  neighbors, 
who  still  reside  in  the  same  township  in  which  Mr.  Gregg 
was  born.  Mr.  Douglass,  in  particular,  knew  Mr.  Gregg’s 
father  upwards  of  seventy  years  ago.  I  have  frequently  heard 
him  relate  family  anecdotes,  and  say  that  old  Mr.  Gregg  was 
one  of  the  most  staunch  Whigs  in  Cumberland  County.  The 
old  gentleman  was  too  infirm  himself  to  go  out  in  the  Militia, 
during  the  dievolutionary  War,  but  his  four  sons,  and  two  sons- 
in-law,  were  all  engaged  in  the  public  service,  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  “that  tried  men’s  souls,”  w'hilemany,  who  are  now  abus¬ 
ing  and  villifying  the  character  of  his  only  surviving  son,  were 
either  on  the  side  of  the  enemy,  or  sleeping  in  their  mother’s 
arms. 


BIOGRAPHICAL  SKETCH 

OF 

ANDRE  W  GREGG ,  Esq. 

Andrew  Gregg  was  born  in  the  year  1758,  in  Cumberland 
County,  about  two  miles  from  Carlisle,  on  a  farm  purchased  by 
his  father  in  1748,  from  Robert  Armor,  of  Chester  County. 

His  father.  Andrew  Gregg,  was  a  native  of  Ireland  ;  born 
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within  the  liberties  of  the  City  of  Londonderry.  He  married, 
while  young,  and  inheriting  from  his  father  but  little  more 
than  his  virtues  and  industrjq  he  determined  on  emigrating  to 
America,  and  about  the  year  1732,  arrived  at  New  Castle,  in 
the  neighborhood  of  which  he  remained  about  six  months. — 
Being  advised  by  his  friends  to  move  into  Pennsylvania,  as 
affording  a  more  eligible  situation  for  a  permanent  residence, 
he  embraced  their  counsel,  and  settled  on  a  tract  of  land  in 
Chesnut  Level.  He  immediately  commenced  its  improvement, 
and  in  the  year  1741,  perfected  his  title  to  the  farm,  by  taking 
out  a  proprietary  warrant,  or  right.  He  resided  here  for  six 
teen  or  eighteen  years,  and  was  chiefly  occupied  in  cultivating 
and  improving  the  land,  suffering  all  the  hardships  and  depriva¬ 
tions  incident  to  the  settlement  of  a  new  country.  Being  early 
instructed,  through  the  care  of  his  pious  parents,  in  the  princi¬ 
ples  of  religion,  he  soon  attached  himself  to  a  Congregation, 
under  the  charge  of  the  Reverend  Mr.  Thom,  a  Presbyterian 
Minister,  and  after  some  time,  was  elected  one  of  the  Elders 
of  that  Church. 

Possessing  the  esteem  and  confidence  of  his  neighbors,  he 
Jived  in  a  happy  retirement  till  the  Rebellion  of  1745.  During 
this  period,  and  for  several  years  after  it,  the  French  and  Spa¬ 
nish  Privateers,  taking  advantage  of  the  critical  situation  of  the 
mother  country,  and  calculating  on  her  inability  to  afford  the 
means  of  protecting  the  Colonies,  had  committed  the  most  atro¬ 
cious  depredations  and  outrages,  while  the  Indians  were  incited 
to  plunder,  harrass,  and  murder  the  inhabitants  of  the  frontier 
settlements.  In  consequence  of  this  unhappy  state  of  things, 
numerous  military  associations  were  formed  in  Pennsylvania, 
by  the  People,  for  self-defence,  and  mutual  protection.  On 
this  occasion,  he  was  elected  a  Captain  of  Militia,  by  his  fellow 
associates  of  the  District  in  which  he  lived,  and  being  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  President  and  Council,  at  that  time  exercising 
Executive  powers,  and  managing  the  concerns  of  the  Province, 
in  the  absence  of  Governor  Thomas,  he  was,  accordingly,  com¬ 
missioned,  together  with  Samuel  Anderson,  Jedediah  Alexan¬ 
der,  and  James  Snodgrass,  all  of  Lancaster  County,  in  a  Regi¬ 
ment  commanded  by  Colonel  James  Gillaspy. 

During  his  residence  in  Chesnut  Level,  his  wife  dying,  he 
married  Jane,  daughter  of  Matthew  Scott;  and  being  induced, 
by  the  hopes  of  bettering  his  situation,  and  providing  for  an 
increasing  family,  he.  sold  his  farm  in  Chesnut  Level  to  one 
William  Mateer,  and  about  the  year  1750,  when  the  Western 
part  of  Lancaster  County  was  erected  into  a  new  County,  now 
Cumberland,  he  moved  up  to  the  farm  he  had  purchased  of  Mr. 
Armor  in  1748. 

In  1758,  Andrew  was  born,  being  the  youngest  of  twelve 
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children,  four  sons,  and  eight  daughters,  two  of  whom  died  in 
infancy. 

Shortly  after  the  removal  of  Andrew’s  father,  to  his  new  farm 
in  Cumberland,  he  was  chosen  one  of  the  Elders  of  the  Pres¬ 
byterian  Church,  and  the  first  that  was  established  in  that  part 
of  the  country.  The  Meeting  House,  or  Place  of  Worship, 
was  erected  on  the  Glebe  Farm  of  the  Congregation,  and  stood 
within  sight  of  his  dwelling.  He  continued  an  Elder,  and  lived 
on  the  place,  till  his  death  in  1784,  bringing  up  all  his  children 
to  industry,  and  giving  to  each  as  good  an  education  as  his 
limited  means,  and  the  state  of  society,  at  that  time,  admitted. 

After  the  establishment  of  a  Latin  school  at  Carlisle,  Andrew, 
his  youngest  son,  was  sent  to  learn  the  languages,  and  after¬ 
wards  completed  his  education  at  Newark,  in  the  State  of  Dela 
ware.  While  thus  engaged,  he  took  as  active  a  part  in  the 
military  service  of  his  country,  as  his  youth  and  situation  per¬ 
mitted.  On  different  occasions,  although  not  regularly  enrolled, 
he  turned  out,  and  performed  Militia  tours.  One  of  them,  in 
Captain  Walter  Carson’s  Company,  to  which  a  number  of  young 
apprentices  and  students  had  attached  themselves  as  volun¬ 
teers. 

On  the  march  of  the  British  from  Turkey  Point  Landing  to 
Philadelphia,  the  Academy  at  Newark  was  broken  up,  when 
he  returned  to  his  father’s,  near  Carlisle,  who  had  become  some¬ 
what  infirm,  through  age,  and  required  the  presence  of  Andrew' 
to  comfort  and  assist  him  in  the  absence  of  his  other  sons,  es¬ 
pecially  Matthew,  on  whom  the  management  of  the  farm  now 
chiefly  devolved.  Matthew  having  the  command  of  a  company 
of  Militia,  was,  at  this  time,  with  the  grand  arm}’-,  and  took 
part  in  the  battles  of  Brandywine  and  Germantown.  Before 
this,  he  and  his  brother  James  had  served  a  campaign  on  Long- 
Island,  in  Capt.  Postletlnvait’s  Company.  Upon  the  termina¬ 
tion  of  the  campaign  of  1777,  Matthew  was  commissioned  a 
Waggon  Master  of  Cumberland  County,  by  the  Supreme  Exe¬ 
cutive  Council ;  and  afterwards  received  the  appointment  of 
Assistant  Deputy  Quarter  Master,  under  Colonel  John  Davis, 
in  which  capacity  he  continued  to  the  end  of  the  war.  John, 
another  brother,  was  also  in  the  employ  of  the  Quarter  Master’s 
Department.  At  the  commencement  of  the  Revolution,  four 
of  the  old  gentleman’s  daughters  were  widows ;  but  his  two 
remaining  sons-in-law  were  actively  engaged  in  the  -war ;  the 
one,  first  as  Captain,  and  afterwards  Colonel,  in  the  Militia  : 
and  the  other,  as  an  officer  in  the  regular  army. 

In  the  year  1779,  Andrew  went  to  Philadelphia  with  the  in¬ 
tention  of  going  to  France  for  the  benefit  of  his  health,  which 
had  been  in  a  declining  state  for  some  time,  but  changing  his 
mind,  he  accepted  of  the  appointment  of  tutor  in  the  College  at 
Philadelphia,  then  under  the  Presidency  of  Dr.  William  Smith', 


and  afterwards  acted  in  the  same  character  during  the  Presi¬ 
dency  of  Dr.  Ewing,  retaining  the  situation  till  the  year  1683  ; 
after  which  he  removed  to  Middletown,  then  in  Lancaster,  now 
Dauphin  county  ;  and  continued  to  reside  there  for  four  years. 
In  1787,  he  married  a  daughter  of  General  Potter,  and  removed 
into  Penn’s  Valley,  then  Northumberland,  now  Centre  Coum 
ty,  where  he  fixed  himself  on  a  tract  of  land  almost  in  a  state 
of  nature.  For  four  years  he  was  busily  engaged  in  improving 
and  cultivating  his  farm,  during  which  period,  he  was  elected 
and  commissioned  a  Colonel  of  Militia. 

In  the  year  1791,  he  was  elected  to  Congress  by  a  District 
comprising  the  then  Counties  of  Northumberland,  Mifflin, 
Huntingdon,  Franklin,  and  Bedford.  In  1792,  he  was  again 
elected  by  a  general  ticket,  and  what  is  a  remarkable  circum 
stance,  he  received  every  vote  in  the  County  of  Northumber¬ 
land.  In  1794,  he  was  elected  by  the  District  composed  of 
the  counties  of  Mifflin  and  Cumberland,  and  re-elected  by  the 
same  District  for  three  succeeding  terms.  The  Districts  were 
then  changed,  and  his  place  of  residejjpe  falling  within  the 
bounds  of  a  District  consisting  of  Northumberland,  Lycoming 
and  Centre  Counties,  he  was  elected  by  this  District,  and  re~ 
elected,  until  the  year  1807,  when  he  was  chosen  to  represent 
the  State  in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States.  In  1814,  he  re¬ 
moved  to  Bellefonte.  In  1816,  his  wife  died.  He  has  surviv¬ 
ed  all  his  brothers  and  sisters  ;  is  the  father  of  ten  living  chil¬ 
dren.  He  remains  a  widower,  and  is  still  the  proprietor  of  the 
farm  on  which  he  was  born. 

The  public  life  of  Mr.  Gregg  is  identified  with  the  history 
of  his  country.  While  in  Congress,  he  successfully  opposed 
tfie  Alien  and  Sedition  Laws.  He  was  one  of  the  confidential 
advisers  of  Thomas  Jefferson,  and  the  associate  and  intimate 
friend  of  the  late  venerable  William  Findley  of  Westmoreland, 
Robert  Whitehill  and  John  Smilie.  The  Journals  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress  bear  ample  evidence  of  his  talents  and  in. 
dustry  ;  of  his  punctual  attendance,  and  assiduous  attention. — 
He  was  a  business-member,  and  took  an  active  part  in  debate. 
He  was  the  mover  and  advocate  of  the  resolutions  respecting 
the  British  impressment  of  American  Seamen,  the  non-inter- 
course,  and  non-importation  acts.  The  widow  and  old  soldier, 
on  their  apolications  for  pensions  or  relief,  always  fouud  in  him 
a  warm  and  useful  friend.  In  short,  he  has  devoted  twenty- 
two  years  of  his  life  in  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
in  maintaining  the  honor,  advancing  the  interest,  and  preserving 
the  liberties  of  the  country  in  which  he  was  born,  in  which  he 
was  educated,  and  in  which  he  has  resided  from  the  hour  of  his 
birth  until  the  present  moment,  never  having  been  out  of  the 
United  States  for  any  purpose,  or  on  any  occasion. 


